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Rationale and aim
•Driver hypovigilance is often attributed to fatigue but can emerge independently of time on task and is more frequent in monotonous 
road environments (Thiffault & Bergeron, 2003a).
•We propose that monotony is a multidimensional construct that is determined by environmental characteristics and/or task demands. 
These factors independently moderate sustained attention. Hypovigilance and performance are worse when task demand and stimulus 
variability are low (Michael & Meuter, 2006).
• In addition, individual differences, such as sensation seeking (Thiffault & Bergeron, 2003b) and extraversion (Schmidt et al., 2004) can 
negatively affect vigilance and performance in monotonous tasks.
• Using a short vigilance task, we further examined the differential effect of task monotony on sustained attention (independent of 
fatigue) and explored the effect of sensation seeking and extraversion in moderating performance.
Method
Participants: N = 57 (mean age = 23.29 years, SD = 9.11)
Materials:
1. EPQ – Revised Form & Sensation Seeking Scale – Form V
2. Five computer-based vigilance tasks (≈ 4.3 min/task) adapted from the Sustained 
Attention to Response Task (SART) (Robertson et al., 1997)
• 2 baseline tasks (monotonous vs. non-monotonous) presented at the beginning 
and end of the study; and
• One intervening experimental vigilance task.
• Here we focus on the first set of baseline tasks only. Task monotony was 
manipulated by varying target probability; monotonous (p(target)=0.11) vs. 
non-monotonous (p(target)=0.5). 
Results
•Task Monotony (N=57): Reaction times (RTs) in the monotonous task were measurably faster (M = 274ms, SD = 42) than those in the 
non-monotonous task (M = 361ms, SD = 48), t(56) = -196.86, p<.001. Accuracy to targets was significantly better on the non-monotonous 
task (M = 77%, SD=13 vs. M = 36%, SD = 19), t(56) = -20.97, p<.001.
•Sensation Seeking (N = 17): High sensation seekers (SSs) were less accurate overall than low SSs, regardless of task, F(1,15) = 6.46, 
p<.025. While an interaction between task type (monotonous vs. non-monotonous) and sensation seeking was not detected, an 
examination of respective effect sizes revealed  that the magnitude of improvement in performance from the monotonous to the non-
monotonous tasks was greater for high SSs (η² = .95) than low SSs (η² = .85). Thus, an interaction may emerge with improved 
experimental power. With respect to RTs, there was no effect of sensation seeking, suggesting no speed accuracy trade-off, p>.05. 
•Extraversion (N=19): No significant results were obtained involving extraversion. 
Conclusions
• On monotonous tasks, hypovigilance increases and associated performance deteriorates. Importantly, performance decrements 
associated with monotony emerge very early (within 4.3 minutes), suggesting that monotony effects can operate independently of time 
on task and fatigue.
• High sensation seekers generally performed worse on vigilance tasks, and may well be more affected by highly monotonous tasks (i.e., 
characterised by low task demands).
• These monotony-specific findings have implications for real world tasks involving sustained attention, such as driving, where current 
road safety countermeasures still assume that hypovigilance results only from fatigue and time on task.
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Figure 1. Accurately withheld response to targets (%) according 
to Task Type (monotonous vs. non-monotonous) and 
Sensation Seeking (low vs. high)
